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such impossible acts, be assigned on tlie record, as causes for
condemning the paper and destroying the memorial of it?
If such causes, entered on record, would not have gained
credit, they surely do not come with greater authority from
the oral testimony of Mr. Francis alone, even with the
addition of his oath, and of his honour, to sanctify them: no
man's oath can be received in any court of justice, to falsify
a record, much less to falsify his own act, recorded solemnly
by himself. What would have been the indignation of the
majority of the Council, if Sir Elijah Impey had attempted
to falsify their reasons solemnly entered on record ? Let us
hear, what they themselves say on a similar occasion, in a
minute of the 15th of September, 1775; c As to the dismission
of Mr. Playdell, we have assigned our reasons, and disclaim
any right in Mr. Hastings to attribute our conduct to other
motives.' Then what right has Mr. Francis to attribute
their conduct to other motives than what they have assigned ,-
and to throw so gross an imputation on the memory of his
deceased friends, as that of having recorded themselves liars?
Can common sense endure that his testimony should be re-
ceived to prove, that the panic operating on the minds of him
and Colonel Monson, had force sufficient to induce them to
condemn a paper as a libel, which, in their consciences, they
then thought true, and which Mr. Francis still thinks true,
and to add a stigma to the memory of a man, whom they
knew to be falsely condemned to death, because he had justly
remonstrated against the iniquity of his sentence ?
" Was this a cause that could produce such effects ? Was
this a fear, qui cadere potest in mrum constanteml The
assigning of such a fear as a motive, had those gentlemen been
alive, might have been the cause of more real danger to Mr.
Francis, than the supposed publication of the libel could have
been to the General. Would either of those gentlemen have
borne that such a defence should be set up for him witih
impunity ? Would that brave man,* whom Mr. Francis
represents as dying in the service of his country, * not in an
honourable, but an odious service; not in the field of battle,
where his gallant mind would have led him, but in an odious
unprofitable contest; * would he have suffered himself to be
protected from such a danger in such a manner ? Would
the Colonel f have borne to hear such a concurrent motive
assigned to himself ? Would he have thought it honourable
to the General to have falsified the record for his protection
against such a fictitious danger? If their fears were so
predominant on the 16th of August, as to produce these
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